






gain, and milk production are required to fully assess potential harmful
impacts of chronic stress in cattle.

b) Animal scientists and veterinarians have for many decades devoted
their
research efforts to finding ways to make animals more comfortable, more
healthy and more productive. They have had a major role in improving the
efficiency of food animal production. In the Final Report of the Science
Advisors to the PUC, July 31, 1998, page 35, reference was made to two 1998
publications regarding measures of responses of pigs to acute stress.
Authors of these articles are well established experts in their field of
research. Hicks et al. reported: "Because of the lack of agreement on the
appropriate or 'best' measures for stress, a battery of physiological,
behavioral, endocrine, and immune traits were measured." "During acute
stress, behavioral changes seem to be the most consistent and reliable
indicators."

c) Behavioral changes or an elevation in endocrine concentrations in
blood
or plasma do not necessarily accompany or cause impaired performance, the
most important concern in food animal production and, perhaps, the best
indicator of an unhealthy environment for cows. For example, Turner et al.
reported: "Our results suggest that repeated acute activation of the
hypothalamo-pituitary adrenal axis prior to and during estrus does not
affect the factors that control estrus and ovulation in gilts." "The
negative handling treatment (shocking the gilts with an electric prodder)
resulted in substantial elevations in plasma concentrations of cortisol for
periods of at least 3-4 h and induced a higher level of fear of humans than
in control gilts. Nonetheless, none of the parameters of reproduction or
sexual behavior were affected by negative handling."

d) Behavioral or endocrine changes may provide new information on
mechanisms of physiological responses but not all changes are undesirable
or indicative of an impairment in performance. The finding that the hoof
trimminglreatment caused an elevation of plasma cortisol does not indicate
that the procedure had lasting harmful impacts on production or health or
that the hoof trimming procedure should be discontinued.

e) On page 9, paragraph 2, lines 9 and 10, it is stated that: "Information
on the cows used for this study is given in the Appendix." I could not find
that information in my copy.

4) Results of Part II of the report indicate that one mA, rms of 60 Hz
electrical current applied from front to back hooves during milking did not
significantly alter milk yield, average milk flow rate, maximum milk flow
rate, cow activity, and strip yield.



a) It appears that milking unit pulsation failure and aged liners (not
uncommon problems on dairy farms) had a measurable effect on milking
patterns but that a 5 minute exposure to an electric current of 1 mA from
front to rear hooves during milking did not affect milking patterns or cow
activity. This controlled study in which cows were randomly selected for
assignment to groups, in which known and measurable milking machine
problems were introduced and in which the same operator milked all the cows
during the study is important. Clearly, this type of experiment could not
be conducted satisfactorily on privately-owned farms and is an example of
carefully planned and conducted experimentation in seeking unbiased
results.

b) I believe that in the discussion on page 12 some comment by the
authors
regarding the following may be desirable:

1. "A malfunctioning pulsator is a problem commonly encountered
in the
field and was expected to produce mild discomfort to the cows." See page
10, paragraph 5, lines 5 to 7." "Pulsation failure produced a significant
decrease in cow activity." See page 12, paragraph 2, lines 2 and 3. A
reader might speculate: a) that pulsation failure in this experiment did
not cause discomfort but had another physiological effect, b) that pulsator
failure caused discomfort but the cows responded by moving less than
without the pulsator failure, or c) that stopping or reducing milking
machine pulsation is a suitable method for reducing cow activity during
milking? What is the best interpretation of this finding?

2. "This reduction in tension (artificially aging a liner) was expected
to reduce the massage applied to the cows' teats during milking, thus
causing mild discomfort to the cows." See page 11, paragraph 1, lines 3 to
5. "Aged liners produced a significant effect on milk yield (2.2 kg.
increase)..." To the reader without background information, this may sound
as if artificially aging liners would be a method for increasing milk
yield. An-explanation of the potential long term effects of aged liners on
udder health and milk production over the entire lactation is indicated.
Also, an explanation is needed for why milk yield over the 3 milkings was
increased by aged liners.

5) A report on Part III, Immune Function Response to Sub-acute Voltages,
has not been submitted and, therefore, critical review of data, results and
conclusions is not possible at this time. Procedures for conducting the
trials and for analysis of the immune response appeared to be carefully set
forth. Appropriate control animals/stalls and sensitivity and specificity
of the immune assays had been identified. Randomized stall assignment and
stall maintenance were properly outlined. The researchers indicated that



they were seeking approval for use of a positive control procedure for
immune suppression. However, they did not specify what that procedure might
be.

I look forward to reviewing Part III of this interesting research and I am
encouraged by the carefully planned and executed studies that have already
been reported. I believe that this research provides valuable new
information. I don't expect that all the questions that have been, are
being or will be asked by concerned individuals will be answered by this
recently completed research.

Please contact me if you need further comment or action from me.

Sincerely yours,

Harold Dziuk, D.V.M., M.S., Ph.D.
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July 8,1999

Riley Hendrickson
The Bakken Library and Museum
3537 Zenith Ave. S.
Minneapolis, MN 55416

Dear Riley:

I have reviewed the June, 1999, "Dairy Cow Response to Electrical
Environment, Final Report, Part III. Immune Function Response To Low-Level
Electrical Current Exposure" that was submitted to the MN Public Utilities
Commission by Dr. Douglas Reinemann and coworkers.

Based upon what was submitted, the following are my comments:

1) The four major objectives that were outlined in the contract with the MN
PUC for this research have been satisfactorily completed.

2) Repeating what I wrote after review of Parts I and II of the Final
~~port, I believe that the investigators should be complimented on the care
sed in planning, conducting and reporting the studies in Part III. Use of

controls, random selection of subjects, appropriate statistical analysis of
data and attention to validation of equipment and assays were included and
were important to obtaining reliable results.

3) Results of Part III of the Report indicate that for dairy cows 1 mA of
60 Hz electrical current for two weeks had no significant effect on immune
function responses, standing and lying behavior, or time required to enter
stalls. I concur with the conclusions drawn by the authors.

4) Procedures for conducting the trials and for analysis of the immune
responses were carefully set forth and completed. Appropriate control
animals/stalls and sensitivity and specificity of the immune assays were
identified. Randomized stall assignment and stall maintenance were properly
outlined. The u~e of d~X9methasoneinjections over a 4-day period provided
positive and informative control values to determine if the immune response
tests would detect the expected immunosuppression.

5) I believe that the research that has been completed by the authors and
summarized in the Final Report is very valuable in understanding dairy cow
responses to electrical environments. Also, I believe that the results they
obtained can be relied upon and should be considered carefully by those who
make recommendations for dairy cow herd management in the future.

6) Information from this last study that is outlined in the Final Report,
review of the literature, on-farm visits, information provided at public
hearings, surveys of dairy farmers, and measurements of electrical events
on farms coupled with assessment of electrical wiring and herd health
management all indicate that earth currents do not significantly contribute
to herd health and production problems in dairy herds.

. lease contact me if you need further comment or action from me.

Sincerely yours,
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Harold Dziuk, D.V.M., M.S., Ph.D.
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Review of "Final Report" by Dr. Reinemann et al. on "Dairy Cow Response to Electrical
Environment" (Research in 1998/99 sponsored by Minnesota PUC).

Part I. Comparison of Behavioral to Physiological Responses

The conclusion that "cows respond at lower current levels to I-front to 2-rear hoof pathway than to
muzzle to 4-hooves" is interesting. Of course, this experiment neither provided, nor was it designed to
provide any information about possible effects of long-term exposure to small currents, since the
"behavioral response" was only tested during 5-minute observation periods. The experiments tested
only, as indicated in the "Conclusions" (page 9) immediate "perception or annoyance" to the sudden
application of a current.

Apparently two types of exposure were used:
(1) Constant current for 1 minute, and
(2) Pulsed 60 Hz (0.5 seconds on and 2 seconds off for 1 minute);
The authors state (page 7) that "there appeared to be little difference between constant and pulsed
exposure methods", but data to show this cannot be found in the report. Did the "flinch" response just
occur when the current was first turned on , so that what came after the switching event made no or
little difference?

On page 6 the report states that "the current delivered to cows was controlled by adjusting the source
resistance and was measured as the voltage across a 1000 ohm resistor in series with the cow circuit and
confirmed using a precision current clamp". Where was the "current clamp" (current clamp-on meter)
placed? Did it actually measure current through the cows' leges)?

Also on page 6 the report states "stalls were routinely checked for any current leakage paths using a
standard cow-contact measurement device (copper plates placed 1-m apart and connected with shunt
resistors ranging from 500 to 10000 ohms)". It would be interesting to see the results of these
measurements to confirm that the entire applied current was actually flowing through the animal.

Part II. Comparison of Treatments Applied during Milking.

Referring to the circuit on fig.9 of the report, how was it verified that the current (measured by the
voltage across the 1000 ohm resistor) was actually flowing through the cow, and particularly along the
front to reat"hooves path? What was the magnitude (if measurable) of the leakage current bypassing the
cow?

What measurements (if any) were made to verify that no current was flowing from any part of the
milking equipment through either control or exposed animals?

Under "Results and Discussion" (page 12) I note the statement "there was no statistically significant
main (my emphasis) effect for current exposure for any of the response variables for either
experiment". What is meant by "main effect" and what were the statistically significant effects of the
other, non-"main" variables? Do the authors identify as not "main" the statistically significant effects of
interaction between current exposure and pulsation failure in experiment I, and with aged liner in
experiment II?
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Part ID. Immune Function Response to Low-Level Electrical Current Exposure

The conclusion of this report "Collectively, these results suggest that exposure to 1 rnA of 60 Hz
electrical current for two weeks had no significant effect on immune function of dairy cattle" is not
justified. This comment is based, in part, on discussions with my immunologist colleague, Dr. S. Mehta.

On page 6 the authors of the report state correctly that "Phytohemagglutinin and Concanavalin-A
activate largely T lymphocytes, pokeweed mitogen (activates) T and B lymphocytes and S.aureus
(activates) B lymphocytes". Therefore one cannot expect that the S.aureus assay of lymphocytes should
be "consistent with other observations" as stated in the "Conclusion". There is no reason that it should
be.

The authors' suggest (on page 13) that the statistically significant response ofB-cells indicated by the S.
aureus assay can possibly be discounted ("probable type I error"), because the difference in response
was caused by an increase in the control cows, while the treatment cows showed no change. However,
is it not likely that some physiological changes take place in a pregnant animal during a two week
period and that such changes were, in this case, inhibited by the current exposure ? Possibly normal
growth of B-cells in the exposed animals may have been inhibited by the 1 rnA exposure. The result
does suggest that the difference in B-cell response between control and exposed animals cannot be
dismissed and deserves further investigation.

I also note that the increase of II-I cytokine· in serum from exposed cows comes close to statistical
significance (using p< 0.05) with p< 0.071. This is at least interesting, because the exposure periods
were only 2 weeks and a significant effect on cytokine secretion may very well require longer exposure.

I further note from the discussion on pages 12/13 that "One of the control cows in this experiment
showed a change in immune function within 4 days in response to a mastitis infection". Shouldn't the
data from this animal have been excluded from the comparison between exposed and controls? (It
appears that it was not excluded since n = 12 for both control and exposed animals on Table II).

I note (page 3) that the animals in the exposed-control experiments were pregnant while (page 10) the
positive controls were not. Furthermore, the exposed-control experiments were for two weeks exposure
- a period during which some physiological changes might be expected in a pregnant animal - while the
positive control experiment lasted only seven days (pages 34 and 10). Didn't these differences between
the exposed-control experiments and the positive control experiment make the validity of any
comparis6ii-rather questionable?

In summary, one can say at best (or worst, depending on one's point of view) that the results of this
study showed a statistically significant effect of 1 rnA current exposure only on B-cell response and
indicate the need for further research. Probably a longer period of exposure and more precise
(continuous) monitoring of current flow through the animals would be desirable.

Charles Polk, July 12,1999

2


